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statements and an affidavit detailing sorry experiences in the trenches of the competitive
marketplace. The Committee continues to collect such reportS and, after investigation, attempts to
obtain the cooperation ofend users to allow the Committee to bring.these instances to the attention
ofthe appropriate govemmentofficials. As the Committee obtains'more such infonnation, we will
make it available to all concerned.

We will complete a more detailed analysis shortly and bring your office up-to-date as

warranted. We appreciate the interest in .th.6't1~. . '. , • .'
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RECEIVED AUG 1 B 1997

t..

The State of South Carolina ,
OFRCEOFTHEATTORNE~GENERAL

CHARLES MOLONY CoNDON
AlTORNEY GENERAL

August 15, 1997

Charles H. Helein, Esquire
Helein & Associates, P.C.
8180 Greensboro Drive, Suite 700
McLean, VA 22102

Re: Action Required On Payphone Competition 
Regional Bell Operating Companies

Dear Mr. Helein:

, • '-J>.

Attorney General Condon's Office is in receipt of your recent
correspondence regarding the above-referenced matter. We appreci
ate your concerns and thank you for taking the time to contact us •.

At the present time, this Offic~ has made arrangements with the
South Carolina Department of Consumer Affairs to have that agency
make a preliminary inquiry regarding the type of claim or question
you have raised. As you may be aware, Attorney General Condon has
placed a high priority on the handling· of matters related to the
criminal justice system in this Office. The Consumer Affairs
office is well equipped to handle the bulk of consumer matters. In
the event that agency makes a determination that the Attorney
General's Office should be contacted due to possible "criminal
involvement or other legal issues which are not within their
jurisdiction, they will contact us.

I am taking the liberty of forwarding your correspondenqe to the
, Department of Consumer Affairs. Additionally, you may contact that

agency directly at P. O. Box 5757, Columbia, South Carolina 29250
5757. I hope that this will be of some assistance ~o you. Again,
I appreciate your taking the time to contact us. Should you have
additional questions, please feel free to contact our Office at
(803) 734-3970.

sie;y,
c. H~rd Jones, Jr.
Senior Assistant Attorney General

CHJJr/bvc





THURBERT E. BAKER

ATTORNEY GENERAL

~~arbueltfof~fu
;ifafe nf (6eorgia

RECE1VEOOCT 1 7199"1

40 CAPITOL SQUARE SW

AnANTA. GA 30354-1300

'".

October 14, 1997
WRITER'S DIRECT DIAL:
(404) 656-3337
FAX (404) 651-9148

Charles H. Helein
Helein & Associates, P.C.
8180 Greensboro Drive
Suite 700
McLean, Virginia 22102

Dear Mr. Helein:

Thank you for your correspondence regarding BellSouth's
treatment of rights of end users to select interexchange
carrier of their choice to service payphones located on their
premises. I appreciate your bringing this matter to my
attention. In the State of Georgia, the Public Service
Commission is vested with the authority to regulate
telecommunication activities. This office acts as legal
counsel to the Commission. For ~hat reason, I have taken the
liberty of forwarding your lett~r -to the Commission for its
review by cover of a copy of this letter to you. You may send
all future correspondence directly to the Commission at the
address shown below:

Whitney Peters
Georgia Public Service Commission
Room 170
244 Washington Street
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

I hope that I have been of assistance to you.

Sincerely,

~~~~~
ALAN GANTZHORN
Senior Assistant Attorney General

AG/klm

cc: Whitney Peters
Georgia Public Service Commission
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William F. Caton. Acting Se:retaty
Federal Communications CoD:unis6oion
1919 MSt:eet. N.W,. Room 222
We.shiniton. DC 20554

Re.: Payphone iIlte:rear-bange curler seleatioD
ccc Docket 96-128)

Dear Bir;

A letter dated July aD. 1997 (hereafter caD~ the compl8i t) from
Charles H. Helem. Esq., written 011 behalf of \QUUUDeQ inclep ent pay
telephone~. ad4reaaed to the Enforcement Teak Force, Moree
ment Di.,mOD. Cammon Cvriar Buna~ c:omplaiDI about ~cstr bg'-i1l'I21
tactics'" em.pJoyed. by the ps,pbone aperatiQU dIili.~ with USouth
and Ameritech in regard to chaDps in the JIlection of the PI' embed
i~ carrier (-PIC) at their payphcmes. This leuer r nds
to the complaint only insofar as it pertains to Ameritecb and sh s that
even if ite alleptions were true (which thsy are mostly no~), lb ' 9fOwd
fail to establish any violation of the CommUDialticms Act or of other
law or regulatioa.1

1 Ja.st &5 the eom~tdoa DOt~~ .-tic of the k.t thatviola'" it e1ao t.iJa ta pcriDt to U1~ besI& 1mCler "'~-~:::L::~
such as tIU& ZDisbt be filed. Se6im 208, far' camille,. dDus not sutke for pur.
Pose. becauJe it applies only ta violations of the .et~ a common c.l%ri.«a the
deflniAczn in ~Otl 3(44) of the kt~s dear both (lJ that the ding Of

(FooD1.ote a:vtrbl .ced . . J
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s.d;iO!1 27S(b)(!) aT -cy qree1Dlml "nUl the 1acIdia1l pnNider" (i. r.• bet
BOC anf! the location pro~erJ~Section 276(b)(1)(D).

aP.,phone Order.lUpnz l'lote 2, at 1240. I
5 Id. (footnote omitted,).

1 A~ 5GID8 PQirats the CDJIlpW1Jt tria to deal with i1l CWIl1soJc. of 8 _ On
p.~ 3. ror lO'JIQI1p1e. it iC c:1aimed that Ameritech'. -pu'P08It" i:;I MlO ••~
adYancap aver IPSPs.to But thertt b DCth.mg to explam how lIUt:h '" c:eull!l.
be ac:eompJishcd tht'a'l1gh PIC changes,

''the same rirht that independent paypbGue~de~ ba'Ye to
with the loe:at1on ptoYider" concerning the IXC, as well as the &

select and contract with" the tXc direcdy. In ap~g this VI pro
visioD, the Commission has expZ'IIIly "decl1M[d] lD place rutric ".ons on
the BOCs' abilitY to negotiate {or the Mlec:tinG ana coat1actiug fil1ter-~

LATA carrier~preaubJcrjbecl te tb8J1o paypho!les,"s and it has IiO &Bid
that aany restrlcti0n5 01:1 theh' [iL, the BOCs'1 ability to aggregae in.ter
LATA 'YO~ef or to direct interLATA traBie to a particular ier. are
unwarranted.,,1

AftainIt thie~~ the present complam ca=:~.

&tand. First of all, the partiE whc are colllpJaining here are neidler~ ~

IXCi nor pr8tDises owners. Instead, they purport to be ritecl1'g
head-to-head competitors for the butiness of the vet'Y same emiaes
owners they accUSe Ameriteeh of ahuainc. Such perliea lack
legal standing to ~mpltfn about PIC chaups at Am.eriterh pa hones.
If there are any pay telephone premi8e6 owners who objeet. to e way
·Ameriwch handles PIC choice&, they em and sunly 1lIi11 take pay
phone buaineEil str.igh, to thlt complilinants. There is nD ead for
"regu.latary intervention in cases lueh IS this wh8r$ - tf , eug
'prated alleg8QODS as these were true - the natural forces of mpeti
ticm em pro9id.e :an swift &!lei. eft'eeti.ve rBtaecly,1

Moreover, the campJaint. would be without merit even if ught in
the names of the right parties, The new law glft! the BOCs the 'ght to
negotiate wi~ their premiael oYmen 811 to the PIC. aDd rding1y
Ameri_h does f8tOmlmlDd the choice ofLDDS at Ameritach ones
(although Ameriteeb win elad1y accept other PICs if the premise owner

J.
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The c;omplalu.1. Gl:8cltt. the proc:e6S of curie: ae1cdion a.l. Am teeh
p~~. Blmo3t III; if tbG completbonts were ",bOlly lWl'N&l'e
clraraatic changes in~ne ru1eB -roWlht by 5eCtlon 278 of the
communil':a.tions .t\c:t of 1998 and the Commjl!ial'l',; Report and
imple"1eJ1tins thoac p:o~sianI.tIDdeed. if the ;meient beliefs that
to ulJderllil tbe tozr.plaint~ tQ~~ .PIC _~t1oal

ltifiad. 'WLlief a Dew bllJiklt,; of nruJat;i0ll more szaothc:rinl·
Cangl'm bas just ftnished~ Fortumtel.7, the complaint.
not. provide the Rligh~1t ground fer ciepartiDg cram the corape. tive
paJides thR1: hattl ConQ'rC5e and the CallWdssion M\fe mandated.

* .. • :1/

Payphone pte selection is dealt with prozllinenllY and d.e~iV8 in
me new Act.. Section 276{b)(1)(D) UUwr makes de8f chat - UJ1Iess the
Co1lDDisliob 'lIII'l!re to have fowtel it is not 10. tbe p'\b1ic; interes;,. "'" ':h it
declined. to dot\ - Ben ~perad:ag com~ wiKI were formerly . eel
&om makinr e~ the JeSTest BlJIB8Bf:ian u to the pIJPhone PI'
Q1lIne(le daalc:e of an lXC It. the Bell CCJlApeIJ1'a OW'&1 ~ones.

have - subject only to the pouibilib or~ apeemen

( •••~k t'l:llllUUUtt)

,. 'Eel.eon 11 noc & .....1Q1m c:ema- ftmA. 11II1 rcu tblt eDUcie ftD aft
odlcrJ'WiJe IflOCIZaOA curie1'8 CJudl • A.1ZIIritecIL', f.ECtI) arv not Iabjecr. f;g 

man anier~ as to tbeU',.".... 1"JItIB. lmdP.r tlw uw res~:et1
~ .Clbliah..d by th., 1_ Act. LJ:C~ In DOW ",~el:· to
..elf ~e tame 1_ and edClC fit Cnnnnj.iu. J'tItIlation lUI the pe:rph 85

G~by~dencpnYidon like \be mmp18iaat1.
, 1" ~ Iq.~GIlof1he ~, Telep}u:N~" 1m. :3&-

tion. PrcMIi••• of ... ~emlllluuaic:aUaDs.Mt of 1..... cc Doebt No. 9~g81
lJqort 0IJll 0,.,. 1"00 9$.388 (reJClIIIMId. Sept. 20. UM)~ *'P ne
9~~",~~ roc 9&.4U CN~•• I, lUll, DrwIe'.~S7~78 (
IIICIIl VIPTlIl"'~,.. ",'Jo9"J, 0"", DA 9'701100 cCamman (:At'rier~_
~. Ill, 1"1). allfmud ill rt-t all .......... in parl tin fItIIV" ~1'VIPJIb ~ub
ntiaa.. Pu,I1Uo 'l'clClQUn.. Au"...... F(;C. -,..S4_UJ.C:. Cir. Jul,y 1. 1991).

3 PayphG!le Order. JlIQII'a. naeG 2. at ., iH.
" 'f'h1lSl! incl. au' ..~QlIU~mI bt~.1catirna pr~ aDd

phane~eeCIa"", or imlu'lATA or iaD'II.LA1'AcaniCh A.lw.' se ill~
effect aa at the cSae. ofwnft~~of the Te1eeMa!m.lldatianli Act of 199''' ,ef'

CFClI~ClUtfPut.al. .)
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prefers). Funhermore, the new Ameritech fOf%I1.. of agreement bat the
complaint attacks 19 in full compliance with Section 276,8 First all, its
provisiom that. relate to exlsti'nr carriers, which the complaint articu..
larly asuils; are i1'1temild to pre1'!nt t.be pauibility of ioadve n~ con
flict ?lith pre-1196 ..-menuf wblch. Q tJreR.d.7 noted, are preuly
pre~ by Jaw.' Second, if ami when the preaUle5 owner the
agreement. the result is the natural outeoms of the DegDtiation lftft'N"AJ2I::

that Settion'276 authorilti: 111 qreemell\ by the~ not to
change the paypbme or the PIC for the term of the qree ent. in
teturn for ;be local ancllang-distaN:e c:ommissions the premise own.~:r ~.
will.receive over that tInn. 10 ."..

Finlllly, the complaint', B.ttelnpt to label these carrier ch ice.g at
Ameritec:h p4,y telaphol1es as flSlsmming" is without merit b use it
hopelessly eonfuaes the differences between a premises owner d an
end user and b.twelA the legal obligations of a LEe and its p hon~

amJia.te. .ISlamming» oa:un only when someone (1.leually an IX ) s~·
Glib; a PIC choice to the LEe w:ithwt authority from tM penon ~ntitled
to choose the IXC. Under Section 276, ho~var, the premisEis owner
now is not ~ entitled.; it cannot be -slammedI' 'because it is no lonpr
the party With the authority to Nbmi~ PIC cbAnpa direct.ly Ito the
LEC.ll Lutead., the premises awner DlU!t negotiate with the ~c pay-

pbaue lIftiJiate~.,he will boo the PIC. . I
I In me~ af aiwtin, Amerite::h pa~u who haw tuJt )'8t Ii the

1WW acreemeq1:., .Am8riteeh -althouP ftOt nquired to do ., IUlder geatiD 118
cocQ.nUet W .ecept PIC cbaDa-1 dirta 61JJZL pnIniJeo fIWIII!n 01' from Os by
meQl1S ot a ~au of ApMy in the aa:rne torm aa n,rmerly .cceptecl by the
&n.r:itech~ at~eechpayphanes.

i Ssel10te 4., su.pra.

10 ~us the preHIM:O If-lipid U'Ir qreesDeDI -wl.t ICIZIUM ft)r
Vcsabu ali that nlatecl GIl pap 3 of the coarpl.mt. A1:Deriteeh pencm 1 .tate
~t that COfl"...tion uYer~ But 11' the pnnnl.. owntl' had lreatl'v
SlPtd 81'l qreement,. atUl~B 8peII1eat wu sew in. farae. Ru.th l1I'O\1ld ha been
lOot. right to say~ it ... too Jete to c:haDp thG PIC.

U SinceSe~ 2"18 graaClto LEe pa"pAOUt! opIn.ti9ft6 "the same • t that
iQdepeadall1: parp.htme~~- the LEes _ must look to=pay..
phOfte~as~. JlWICUl authari&ed. to 1Mb PIC dlanpsat LEe payp ~e8,
JUst as ch~ have al'III'BYB a~pted PIC c:han,el <1lready &em il1d8pende ~ pay..
phone prc\I1cieu rathft than the preJ:J.:liBc!s owner or the nec. I

I,



lnumu.eh as the c:omp1aint &ils to estab1i&h &rIY violation or ~ law
or regulati011 on the part of' Ameritecb,. no further action sh lUld be
taken in regard to it.
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MOI'I!OIIl!t", the LEC-aftlliated powIume operations. who le "";
c:.ommon carrien and who are entitled to be treated just' other
payphOl:U! com,aJ:lie$. are clearb' rr.ot required~ the plain "J2g

or5ec:tion 216 to eccept PIC ebanps blindly from their PreaUzsel S

in the same neutral, utJinvol"ed .., that the LEes themsel !I 1DWIt
aecept PIC ch.a12pI from t1wir .ad. UM1'$. Otbcrwi5e, Judp ee:r:u:"a

old rule would be restored in. its entin'YJ coutrary to the plain i tent Qf
Cougres~ Furthetmore, the pay telephcna prenUs•• o-.ner. ike the
typical "'slamming" victim. is not. the party who will haove to pay . e long
distana=' charges a.t the payphone, so the economic i;qjury in ariably
aascaciatea. with ccslamming"' iJ absant here. Thus the notion Q "slam::' ~ ~

mingn is foreie;n to the iuU86 involved here, and those a.spe of the
complaint should be rejected.

___ .~ "C'-GJC]
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cobbled together as part of a last stand in a very determined effort to keep BellSouth out of long

distance.

Pavphones. The Independent Payphone Service Providers for Consumer Choice

(""IPSPC("') raise several allegations focusing on BellSouth Public Communications, Inc.
to

('"BSPC"), an indirect wholly-owned subsidiary of BST. Each of these contentions lack merit.

First, neither BST nor BSPC has discriminated against IPSPCC members or undertaken

any unjust or unreasonable marketing practice that violates sections 20 I(b) or 202(a) of the Act.

The BellSouth materials attached to the IPSPCC's comments nowhere suggest BellSouth or

BSPC sought to interfere with existing contracts between location providers and IPSPCC.-·-

members by "suggest(ing] that the Commission's rules require customers to reevaluate their

choice oflong distance company." IPSPCC at 5. In fact, the opposite is true. The contractual

materials cited by the IPSPCC (at 5) clearly state that if the location provider has a contract with

an entity other than BellSouth, that contract is to run its term unaffected. ~ IPSPCC Ex. A at

2, B.

Where sufficient information has been provided, BSPC also has fully investigated the

allegations listed in Appendix D to the IPSPCC's comments, regarding three-way calls between

BSPC, location providers, and interexchange carriers. These allegations are simply false.

Shinholster Aft: ~ 3.

Nor do BSPC's contractual or publicity materials "suggest that BellSouth has control"

over any interexchange carrier. IPSPCC at 5. The materials filed by IPSPCC explicitly indicate

that the location provider has no existing contract and is simply designating BSPC as its w.nt

for the purpose of selecting the primary interexchange carrier. ~ Implementation of the Pay

-102-



i
Telephone Reclassification and Compensation Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of

1996, II FCC Rcd 20541, 20662, ~ 243 (1996) (""Report and Order"') (noting that section 276 of

the 1996 Telecommunications Act granted Bell company payphone service providers "the right

to participate as a contractual intermediary between a location provider and a third-party to

interLATA carrier"). The BSPC contractual and publicity materials comport with both the spirit

and the letter of the Report and Order. Furthermore, the contractual materials filed by IPSPCC

have been superseded. Shinholster Aff" 3-4. The current contractual materials explicitly state

that BSPC will not interfere with existing contracts between carriers and location providers.

The IPSPCC's claims regarding fees BSPC charges to certain location providers ~.. ~

addressed in BellSouth's Application. BellSouth Br. at 98 n.62. IPSPCC also alleges that BSPC

has engaged in "slamming" - the unauthorized changing ofa payphone's primary interexchange

carrier. IPSPCC at 11. BellSouth has investigated all of IPSPCC's allegations to the best of its

abilities, and found no evidence of slamming.

Finally, the IPSPCC contends that BSPC "has a financial relationship with TelTrust that

violates the prohibition against BOC provision of in-region interLATA service." tiL. at 12.

BSPC has simply negotiated a standard agreement with TelTrust under which BSPC will receive

commissions based on the amount of traffic BSPC has aggregated. ~ Shinholster Aff, 3.

Marketin~ practices. MCI accuses BellSouth of improperly attempting to retain

customers who had already decided to transfer their local telephone service to MCI. ~ MCI at

84. MCI claims that BellSouth, upon receiving transfer orders from MCI for certain customers,

has improperly sent "retention letters" urging these customers to cancel their orders. & kl

Contrary to this allegation, the purpose of these letters was to ensure that customers were not

-103-
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICAnONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Application by BellSouth Corporation,
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
and BellSouth Long Distance, Inc., for
Provision of In-Region, InterLATA
Services in South Carolina

CC Docket No. 97-208

AFFIDAYIT OF MELYIN R. SHINHOLSTER

1. My name is Melvin R. Shinholster. I am a manager with BeUSouth Publie- --

Communications, Inc. (BSPC) located at 75 Bagby Drive~ Homewood, Alabama. At the

request ofcounsel for BellSouth, I have investigated the claims submitted by IPSPCC

members or representatives included in Exhibit D of the Comments submitted on behalf

of the IPSPCC and have prepared this affidavit discussing the results of this investigation.

2. The common points made by the IPSPCC appear to be about the practices of the

BSPC Business Office when an interexchange carrier calls the BSPC Business Office

with the location provider on the line.

3. The claims fall into five specific categories:

A.) Rudeness on the part ofBellSouth Public Communications Service

Representatives with IPSPCC members.

The procedures outlined for service representatives involved in a three-way

conversation with interexchange carriers and customers provide for the service

representative to:



o Cooperate with all parties on the line. The service representative

will make every effort to handle the request both professionally

and promptly.

o After announcing payphone numbers and c4stomer, IXC

representative is allowed to stay on line as an observer only.

B.) Service representatives refuse to make PIC changes because the customer was

under a contract with Teltrust.

In a three-way conversation, the BellSouth Public Communications service

representative is under instructions not to change the PIC at that time if th~<'

customer's account is shown to be under contract and Teltrust is shown to be the

presubscribed carrier, thus indicating that BSPC has been authorized to select the

PIC on behalfof the location provider. Where a contract does exist, the BellSouth

Public Communications service representative is instructed to refer the contact to

sales in order that the account representative can explain the terms of the existing

contract to the customer since the service representative does not have access to

the contract at his terminal. A PIC change may have an effect on the contract

terms. The account representative is to contact the customer and explain the

tenps of the agreement with BSPC.. If the customer requests a copy of the

contract one will be faxed or mailed to him.

C.) The IPSPCC claims that BellSouth Public Communications service

representatives will not answer questions about the contract when asked and

2



would only state that someone from sales would contact the customer to discuss

the existing contract.

My investigation revealed that the BellSouth Public Communications service

t .

representative is following. established procedures by not discussing the contract

with anyone other than the customer of record. Guidelines state that the

interexchange carriers can establish a three-way conversation with the customer,

introduce themselves and the customer, give pertinent infonnation to the service

representative and then hand the conversation over to the customer. The

interexchange carriers can then choose to drop from the conversation or remai.!1'·on

the line to observe the calL They are not allowed to participate in the

conversation once the interexchange carrier has handed the customer off to the

service representative.

D.) The statements claim that the BellSouth Public Communications service

representatives do not change the PIC upon request as they once did.

After April 1, 1997 BellSouth Public Communications, Inc. became

a separate subsidiary of BellSouth and now operates as a certified Independent

Payphone Provider in a nine - state area. As an Independent Payphone Provider,

we maintain our own business office separate from the IPP services which are

offered by the BellSouth Telecommunications Inc. Vendor Payphone Center.

The BellSouth Public Communications service representatives are responsible for

ordering access lines from Vendor Payphone Centers of the Local Exchange

3



Companies (including BellSouth Telecommunications) and maintaining the

customer record data base for our public pay telephones just as other PSPs do for

their payphones. BSPC service representatives are different from BellSouth

Telecommunications Inc. service representatives who negotiate service requests

for access lines. BellSouth Public Communications, Inc. has specific procedures

for handling three-way calls with interexchange carrier representatives and

customers as outlined in the BSPC office procedure manuals. Prior to the time

that BSPC was authorized to select the interexchange carrier on behalf of the

location provider, a PIC change request would have been processed at the !ime9f

the three-way call. Since April 16, 1997, when BSPC was authorized to contract

with the location provider to select the interexchange carrier, this procedure was

changed to that set forth in 3.B.

4. Finally, I investigated the specific allegations listed in Appendix D of the

IPSPCC's comments. In some instance (~, Mr. Oldham), the IPSPCC's allegations are

so vague as tEl make any type of investigation impossible.

In two other instances (Johnson's Game Room, Sal & Judy's), the IPSPCC fails

to recognize that the payphones at issue subscribe to BSPC's Business Payphone Service.

As explained in BellSouth's South Carolina Section 271 filing, the surcharge on such

phones is entirely consistent with this Commission's payphone orders.

In another instance (B&B Spirits), the IPSPCC alleges that BSPC improperly

refused to effectuate a PIC change requested by a location provider. But according to

BSPC's records, B&B Spirits -- the party identified on the three-way call as the location
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provider -- was in fact not listed as the person authorized to select the interLATA carrier

for that phone. Following the procedures described above, the BSPC representative thus

refused to perfonn the PIC change. In any event, since this phone is not currently

, ~

presubscribed to the BellSouth-preferred carrier, IPSPCC i$entirely wrong in suggesting

that BSPC would have an incentive to not perfonn a proper PIC change request.

Finally, in virtually all the other incidents identified by the IPSPCC, the location

providers have appointed BSPC as their agent to act on their behalf in negotiating with

interexchange carriers. Accordingly, whenever a location provider and an IXC requested

a PIC change for any of these phones, the BSPC representative followed the proced~s

described above. The IPSPCC also mistakenly implies that BSPC has consistently failed

to make the requested PIC change. For instance, the IPSPCC suggests that BSPC has

attempted to "sell long distance" to Floyd Oil Company. In fact, however, that payphone

is still currently presubscribed to NOS.

To the best of my knowledge, in dealing with requested PIC changes BSPC has

followed the procedures described herein.
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Under penalty of perjury, I hereby swear that the foregoing is true and correct to

the best of my information and belief.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this
13th day of November, 1997.

NOTAilY PVllue STATE or ALABAMA AT LARGE.
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: Feb. 14, ZOOt.
IOJllDID THIllJ NOTAilY PUBue VNDiRWRmRS.
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